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Purpose siteriit Ll :
“The main objectives of | he 39th Macomt Opinion Stirve,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Identify the major problems facing Macomb County:

Assess the level of satisfaction regarding various issues affecting the quality of-!ife and the
projected outlook of quality of life in the future; and

MOS) were to:

‘Assess the public perception about the current and future economic outlook.

-Findings
Major problem facing Macomb County

The major problem facing Macomb' Cbun'ty is the economy énd unemployment. It was reported
as the #1 problem by 32.2% of respondents. This is the first time the problem has been ranked
first in ten years. :

Roads/traffic problems, crime/violence and higher taxes are ranked 2™ 3" and 4™ place as
reported by 13.8%, 10.3% and 9.3% of respondents respectively. : it

Nearly two thirds of the residents (64.5%) reported that the major problem they identified also
exists in their neighborhoods and is impacting their communities. = Fi

Quality of life issues and public services satisfaction

The quality of life issues with the highest satisfaction are fire protedion, follow'ed,;by acéess to

2-year college programs, police protection, public schools, health care services, and access to gy P

year college programs.

Quality of life issues with the lowest satisfaction are job opportunities; public transportation,
property tax rates, job training, and road maintenance.

A combined 92.4 % of respondents report that the quality of life in their communities is good or
excellent. ; |

The majority of the respondents (55%) report that a year from now the quality of life will stay the
same, 28.6% believe it will get worse, and 16.5% of residents expect the quality of life to improve.

Perception of the current and future economic outlook

Nearly half (48.5%) of respondents reported that someone in their immediate family or a friend
had lost his/her job in the last 12 months. :

- Respondents were split in their perception of the current state of Macomb County’s economy. A

combined 43.7 % of residents feel that the economy is good or excellent and conversely 56.3%
feel it is poor or not doing well. Residents are more positive about business conditions in their
communities. A combined 68.2% of residents feel that the conditions are good or excellent and
31.8% think the conditions are poor or not doing well. Similarly, a combined 69.8% reported that
their financial situation is either good or excellent and 30.2% that the situation is poor or not so

good.

The predictions of respondents about the county’s economy, business conditions and personal
finances a year from now indicate that on average the residents believe that things will stay the
same.

The level of concern residents have about their children’s future such as being able to buy a
home and have a good paying job is mixed, 22.6% reported being very worried, 36.5% somewhat
worried, 16.9% reported being a little worried and 24% of respondents felt secure about the future
of their children. :



Conclusions’

A weaker local economy and higher unemployment-are the major concemns of Macomb County
- residents. This is not surprising given the econoniic downturn the county is experiencing as a
- result of manufacturing job lossés and rel_ate&%iptbmetivé?industw-Ia?éffs.“-‘ e b o O

. =« 'These concerns also resonate among residents’ views about the quality of life issues and public - -

- services. Fewer job opportunities and lack of job training are two of the issues among several -
‘about which Macomb County residents expressed dissatisfaction. These, however, should not. -
mask the fact that residents remain very satisfied with fire and police protection services, the ...
public schools, and access to 2-year college programs. o R .
-« Although the perception of the overall quality of life among Macomb county residents isfairly =

* good, the future outlook is less optimistic given the current economic conditions. The findings: " .

point to the “half-full vs. half-empty” glass analogy, which on the whole suggests that thereis less-

optimism about the economic future of Macomb County among residents. e gl



SECTION A: MAJOR PROBLEM FACING MACOMB COUNTY

Table Al: Number one problem
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Economy/unemployment | 129 ARyt aas
Roads/traffics - - - - 550 ) 13.8: 5 Feoi- 4605 F
Crinieivislence . | 41> <|:~103 - |’ 563 G P

High taxes/assessments- | -39 | 98 | - 660 oy
Government/politics. G ESEEET SRR PR Y = e % B
Others i 45 -y 1
Education/schools ..} .14 B T A T L e
Urban Speawd .. onbiiodd Lof 28 10| 0 BRBE Y
Noproblem .= = fiuiill TR R X SRR W T il
Family/social issues ST T YRETY gt RN Y R
Alcohol/drug abuse e kY 88.8
Water problems 2.0 920.8
Cost of living 1.8 92.5
Health care 1.5 94.0
Municipal services 1.3 95.3
Public safety 1.0 96.3
Transportation 1.0 97.3
Jail overcrowding 1.0 98.3
0il price ' .8 99.0
Senior concerns + | 99.5

National security F 100.0
Total 100.0
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‘Table A2: Categories of “Other problems (N=18)

Cell phone drivers. .
City overcrowding _

Cutting down too many trees

Farmers not getting pay enough money
| House sewage problem o b
Lack of belief in God : £0
Lack of morals : '
Low income housing

Not enough honesty

Not enough low income housing . o
Not enough ORY training i I
Population growth i W sl
Rats . :

Rip off from saving accounts : ; i F
Smoking AL v
Teenagers ] U
Telemarketers

Too many grocery stores

Table A3: Is the problem in your neighborhood?

Cﬁmnla'tivé T

Frequency | Percent Percent
Yes 238 o5 I s
No x i E ey 35.5 100.0
. Total 369 100.0
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Table B2 freﬁue’nc& cduﬁts-and meaﬂ rating of overall quality of life

Poor Not so Good Excellent i g ol i
good N | Confidence Interval
@ @ G) @ Mean | Lower. Upper
A T 83 E
(17%)  (60%) (70.6%) (198%) | 420 3.10 ke

Table B3: Mean rating of projected change in the quality of life

Willget  Willstay . ; g ' 95%

" worse thesame "Vl g(e;)Beﬂer N | Confidence Interval
m @) i s Ee Me;n ; Lower  Upper
118 T S : ; - :

(28.6%) (549%) . (165%) a1 N 181 . 194



SECTION C: PERCEPTIONS ON CURRENT AND

MACOMB COUNTY
Table C1: Someone in family or friend lost joh in last 12 months
Frequency | Percent Percent
Yes 204 | 485 48.5
No 217 SLS. . .100.0
Total 421 100.0 '

Table C2: Perceptions on the current state of the economy,

PR,

F.UTURE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK oF

business conditions aid personal finances

| Perceptions of current state of: Ponr : Not so good Good Excellent :
(1) (2) 3) @ N | Mean
2 185 | Bt R
Macomb County’s economy . ‘| 104%) (45.9%) “2.4%) (1.2%) 403 | 2.34-
i : ; 27 103 386 23
Business conditions in their community (6.6%) (252%) (62.6%) (5.6%) 409 | 2.67
& 30 - 5 253 35
Personal or family finances (13%) 23.0%) (61.3%) (8.5%) 413 | 2.7
Table C3: Future projections related to the economy, business conditions and personal finances
Projections of the future state of..: - ! Will stay Will get
one year from now bl 5::)w°“° the same better N e
@) 3 -
. 133 165 103
Macomb County’s economy (332%) (41.1%) @5.7%) 401 1.93
| " S i : 100 218 97 i
Business conditions in their community 24.1%) (52.5%) (23.4%) 415 1.99
: i 71 224 120
Personal or family finances (17.1%) (54.0%) (28.9%) 415 2.12
Table C4: Concerns about children’s future success
Current feeling about your children ]
being able to own home or have a good Ver:y S‘“‘"‘!’"" L:tt!e T ‘m:ﬁed
aying job worried worried worried atall N Mean
P m ) (&) “@ g
75 121 56 80
Response (22.6%) (36.4%) (169%)  (24.1%) | 332 | 242




SECTION D: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Table D5: Regions of Macomb County (zip code based)

Table D1: Age Categories
: : § Cumulative
Frequency | Percent _Percent
18-24 years 15 12k 3.3
25-34 years 28 71 10.9
35-44 years 63 17.2 28.0
45-54 years 80 20.2 48.2
55-64 years 83 - 210 69.2
65yearsand older | 722 30.8 100.0
‘ Total 396 100.0
Table D2: Income Categories
: Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | - Percent
Less than $25,000 67 20.7 . 20.7
Between $25,000 and $34,999 60 18.6 39.3
‘Between $35,000 and $49,999 50 15.5 54.8
Between $50,000 and $74,999 43 13.3 68.1
Between $75,000 and $99,999 32 9.9 78.0
$100,000 or more 71 18 100.0
Total 323 100.0
‘Table D3: Educational Level
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent
Less than high school grad 37 9.4 9.4
High school diploma/GED 112 284 377
Some college, no degree 108 27.3 65.1
Certificate/associate degree 43 10.9 75.9 |
Bachelor's degree 58 14.7 90.6
Graduate/professional degree 37 9.4 100.0
Total 395 100.0
Table D4: Gender ’
] Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent
Male 175 41.6 41.6
Female 246 58.4 100.0
Total 421 100.0

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
| Mt. Clemens 170 44.2 44.2
Sterling Heights 61 15.8 60.0
Northwest 50 13.0 73.0
‘Warren/Centerline 44 11.4 84.4
‘Southeast 43 11.2 95.6
Northeast 17 44 100.0
Total 385 100.0




